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BY THE YEAR 2000—
All states and localities will bave schools

with improved performance and productivity

demonstrated by results.
Goals for Education
CHALLENGE 2000

The original “accountability mechanism’ in public education is the simpie, old-fashioned school report
card. brought home by generations of American voungsters. Although today it is more likely to be a com-
puter printout than a thick folded sheet filled in by hand, the school report card endures for a simple
reason—it works. It keeps students mindful of their academic performance. and it lets pasents and guard-
ians know how students are doing. The report card serves as a frequent reminder to evervone of the
importance of results, and it draws attention to the goals and standards of the school.

What has worked for generations of school children and their families is now working for educators
themselves. Many states have begun to apply the “report card principle” to educational accountability
atthe state, district, and school levels. The principle is simple: Educators in schools, districts, and states
will make performance 2 priority if measures of performance are included in report cards sent to
policymakers, business Ieaders, and the general public.

The accountability “report card” is growing in popularity, and we can expect its use to increase as
more states, busiaess and citizen groups, and educational organizations recognize its uscfulness. The
Bush Administeation’s cducation plan, America 2000—An Education Strategy, calls for national and
state report cands to report “to parents on how their children are doing.” The Southern Regional Educa-
tion Board already itsues periodic “report cands” on progress toward 12 educational goals set for the
region. This Educational Benchmarks series reports on results ranging from readiness for first grade
teincreasing numbers of high school graduates 2nd adults with college degrees. Most states in the SREB
region have adopted their own goals and are using report cards to keep track of their progress.

Behind all of these efforts is the understanding that information can shape public support for
cducation—that pa;ents and state leaders need to be kept up-to-date about what students know and can
do. When schools report regularly and clearly on results. government, business, and community leaders
are more willing to ease regulations and leave decisions in the hands of teachers and principals. Tax-
pavers also want a straightforward report card showing whether their major investment in public edu-
cation is paying off. For schools to simply say “we're working as hard as we can™ will no longer do.
As a chief state school officer said recently, “This is 2 new way of doing business. Report cards show
us where we are so we can d-velop a road map to improvement.”



s many states, the school or district report card is one part of a larger accountability svstem that mav
o use student performance informavion for acereditation. for individual and school incentive awards.
or tor tposing sanctions on schools tiat do not do well. No awo states tollow quite the same report
card approach-~some ook at suatewide and district resuits, while others require school reports as well.

At whatever fevel they are used. report cards need to be easily anderstood by any interested citizen.
and they need to convey an dccurate message. They must measure and compare what is imporant. To
insure public contidence. they need to offer comparable lecal. stae. national. and even international
measures ot outcomes such as student achievement. deopouts. and high school graduation rates. They
need to clearly convey how well students are being prepared to enter postsecondary education and the
workplace. Most importantly. report cards must show whether gains are being made over time. Because
schools are going 1o teach what is measured and reported. the report cards should not focus narrowly
ona few outcomes: rther. they should contain a broad rnge of intormation that provides as complete
A picture s possible.

Bv 1990. every SREB saate had begun an initiative to develop education report cards. Reports in
Kentucky, Mississippt. and Tennessee have been available since the eardy to mid 1980s. Florida was the
tirst stae in the region (o call for annual reporting through legislation passed in 1976 South Carolina
followed in 19™ with the Education Finance Act that required school and district improvement reports.

During the past several vears. Alabama. Arkansas. Geurgia. Louisiana. Manviand. North Carolina.
Oklahoma, Texas. Virginia. and West Virginia issued the fisst editions of their report cards. Hillary Rodham
Clinton, who in the mid-80s chaired 2 committee to set state standards in Arkansas, said the Arkansas
report card effort would be “aconstantly ¢ volving process ™ and said that the content and format of report
cards would change as the needs of the state changed and as the wavs of measuring student achieve-
ment and school outcomes improved.

We might think of these first report cards as today's “Model Ts™ that will evolve into the better-
engineered models of tomorrow. States can speed up the evolutionary process by taking advantage of
the work on report cards that has aiready been done in the SREB states and in the nation. Some states
have refined tie reporting process more than others. and their reports might spark fresh thinking about
wavs to present meaningful data in an casily understood format.

This publication provides a summary of 20 “report cards™ now issued in the 15 states of the SREB
regton. It does not examine specific staie or local school data but looks instead at the Kinds of data states
report and the formats used to present the information. The following areas are summarized:

& Mandates for reporting

®@ What information is reported

® How districts and schools are compared
@ How information is presented

@ Who receives report cards



MANDATES FOR REPORY CARDS

Report cards have been initiated in various ways
and. in several states, more than one type of
report is produced. Ten SREB states (Arkansas.
Florida. Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana. North
Curolina. Oklahoma. Scuth Carolina. Texas, and
West Virginia) have passed legislation requiring
report cards. The laws generally specify the types
of information that the reports will include as a
minimum and the level—statewide. district. or
school—at which the information is to be pro-
vided. Some also direct the method by which the
reports are to be distributed.

The State Department of Education or State
Board of Education in Alabama. Mississippi. and
Tennessee have chosen to inform the public of the
condition of the public schools in their states.
Commissions appointed by the governoss in
Marvland and Virginia recommended that perfor-
mance reporting be undertaken; the State Depart-
ments of Education are now issuing report cards.
In addition to the requirements in law, State
Departments of Education in South Carolinz and
Texas prepare an additional report—in South
Carolina, aschool performance report: in Texas,
a statewide sumamary.

These reporting programs vary from state to
state. however. they are generally intended tc in-
form policvmakers. educators. parents. and the
general public of the educational performance
and achievement of schools. svstems. and their
students. Their purpose is to provide a wav to
measure the results of the financial investment in
the educativnal system s well as garner and
mainizin pudlic support for improvement efforts.

West Virginia's 1988 education reform act states
that report cards should provide “informatior: to
...parents....and the general public on the quality
of education. . .." The aim of the Arkansas School
Report Card Act of 1989 is to “enhance the pub-
lic's access to public school perfurmanc * indica-
tors £ to better measure the dividends paid on
the increased investment in schools.” Oklahoma's
1989 legislature intended that “the public...be
made aware of the relative accomplishments of
the public schools and of progress being
achieved.”

State, District, and School-level
Information Required by Law

Legislation in Florida. Georgia. Louisiana.
Oklahoma. South Carolina. Texas. and West
Virginia requires the reporting of state-level. dis-
trict, and school performance information. I
legislation passed in 1976. Florida became the
first SREB state to require 2 report on the status
of the state’s education systems. The Florida
reports were prepared annually by the Commis-
sioner of Education, school districts. and indi-
vidual schools. These teporting requirements
were repealed in 1991 legislation that eases state
regulation of local districts and calls for the
development of a school-based accountability
system under the guidance of the newly created
Commission on Reform and Accountability. As a
part of this new system. the Commissioner will
report on the stagus of the state’s educational svs-
tem in the fall of 1992 and 1993. Beginning in the
fall of 1994, individual school improvement
reports will be issued on the results of student and
school performance.

In Georgia, 2 1988 amendment to the 1985
Quality Basic Education Act calls for the state
school superintendent to report annually on stu-
dent achievement and the State Board of Educa-
tion to publish annual profiles of all public
schools and local school svstems. The law speci-
fies what information is to be included at 2 mini-
mum. Additionally, local districts must inform
their citizens of the achievement of students col-
Lactively in each school and in the system.

The 1988 Children First . <t in Louisiana called
for the Department of Education to establish a
sysiem to collect and analvze data specified in the
Law. The Department is to produce progress pro-
files oz each public school and local system and
on the state as a whole. The first profiles cover-
ing the 1989-90 school vear have been released.
Because of requirements of the Scheol Incentive
Program to be implemented during 199192,
schools z2re grouped by considering the grades
served, student membership, and the number of
students receiving free or reduced price lunches.
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Takie 1

PEREORMANCE REPORTING
PROGRAMS [N SRED STATES
Recommended Year
Or Required Adopted/ Responsibility Levet of Information
By Recommended For Reporting Required/Provided
Alabama State Boarg 1988 State Departneent State. Oistnct. ang Schoot;
of Education of Education Comparisons with peer
states and the nation
Arkansas Legisiation 1989 State Department State and Distnct:
of Education School. where feasidie
Florida® Legistation 1991 Commussione: Status of State’s
of Education Educaticnal System +
Schools State. kegion, District.
ang Schoot +
Georgia Legislation 1988 State Boara State ana District:
of Education Schoot +
Staie Schoot Siate
Superintendent
Local Districts District ana Schoo!
Kentucky Legisiation 1984 Local Districts State and District
Louisiana Legislation 1388 State Department  State, Distnict. and School
of Education
Maryland Governor's 1983 State Department State and District;
Commission of Education School +
Mississippi State Department 1982 State Department  State. District. and Schoo
of Education of Education
Neorth Carolina Legisiation 1989 State Board State ana Distnct
of Education
Okiahome Legistation 1989 State Board Siote and District:;

of Education Schoot +

Oklahoma’s 1989 Educational Challenge 2000
Act set forth goaic for education and created the
Educational Indicators program to implement a
system for assessing district and school perfor-
mance. The faw includes a listing of the informa-
tion that is to be reported at a minimum and in
a format that facilitates comparisons. The first two
reports released in 1989 and 1990 contained state
and district information: future reports will in-
clude school-level daa. In the most recent report.
districts were grouped by comparing the percent
of students who qualified for free and reduced
price lunches, the percent of students from

minority groups. ind the percent of total general
fund revenue from local sources.

According to South Carolina’s 1984 Education
Improvement Act (EIA). which amended report-
ing requirements established in 197", schools and
districts must prepare improvement reports that
“focus on factors found by research to be effec-
tive in improving schools. such factors (as)
prescribed by ... the State Board of Education.”
Though similar. these reports are not identical
and. theretore. mav not be comparable berween
districts. EIA also requires the State Board of Edu-
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Tuble ¥ Cantlaved

Recommended Year
Or Required Adopted/ Respansibility Leve! of Information
By Recommended For Reporting Required/Provided
South Carolina Legistation 1984 State Board State; Some Regional and
of Education National
(Annual EIA
Assessment)
State Department 1984™ State Department State and School
of Education of Education
(Performance
Reports)
Legisfation 1977 Locat District District
(Improvement
Reports) _
Schools School
(Improvement
Reports)
Tennesses State Department 1884 State Department State and District
of Education of Education
Texas State Department 1989 State Department State and District
of Education of Education
Legistation 1984 Locat Districts District and School
Virginia Governor's 1986 State Depariment State and District;
Commission of Education School+
West Virginia Legislation 1988 State Department  State, Diatrict, and Schoot

of Education

*InFlonda 1991 lequsiahion repeaisd 1975 Law BQuNng Stk TiSinct, and School arnuat rRDOIS ano Mandates the devetnpment of 3 new SOOI Dased ACCOUNADAty
qstem The Commessoner s reports are 10 D@ issued 1 1932 and 1993, school reports will Degin 1 1994

** Reporis 1 Misuissippr, South Cambna. ang Tennessee were nidialed foliowing lersiation passed i the years ndweated

«lider gevelopment

cation to do an annual assessment of the law. The
Depantment of Education’s Division of Public
Accountability annualiy prepares a statewide sum-
mary report called What is the Penny Buying for
South Carolina? (referring to the penny sales tax
that funds EIA). This report assesses progress
resulting from both the E1A and 1989 Target 2000
reform legislation.

Legislation passed in Texas in 1984 requires dis-
tricts to prepare annual performance reports.
Both the law and the State Board of Education
rule governing the reports identify the type of

information that must be included at 2 minimum
(the rule suggests optional data as well). The for-
mat is left to the discretion of the local district.
but the report is to respord to the State Board of
Education’s Long Range Plan. The law also re-
quires districts to report certain information at the
school level.

West Virginia reform legislation passed in 1988
mandated school. district, and state report cards
that are “uniform and comparable between
schoob within and among the various school dis-
tricts.” The law identifies the information to be

7



included in the reports. The State Board of Edu-
cation provides the format for districts to use in
preparing the local system and schooi reports.
The first reports, released in 1990, were printed
and distributed by the Statc Board.

Laws Requiring District and
Statewide Information

Laws in Arkansas, Kentuckv. and North
Carolina mandate report cards containing district
and statewide information. Arkansas and North
Carolina require reporting to be done in a way
that permits comparisons of districts with simi-
lar characteristics.

The Arkansas 1989 School Report Card Act
created an office of 2ccountability within the State
Department of Education to publish. beginning
in 1990. annual report cards assessing the perfor-
mance of districts and schools, where feasible.
The law identifies the minimum content require-
ments and indicates that each district’s or school's
performance will be measured against compara-
ble districts and schools.

The School Improvement and Accountability
Actor 1989 in North Carolina added the respon-
sibility for issuing an annual report card for the
state and for each local district to the powers and
duties of the State Board of Education. The
reports are to take into account performance
progress over the prior vear: comparisons with
other states; and demographic. economic, and
other factors that affect student performance. In-
formation describing each school district’s com-
munity is used to calculate the system’s “index of
advantagement,” which is then used to illustrate
expected student performance.

Kentucky's report focuses primarily on district
performance, but contains state information as
well. 1984 legisiation called for local districts to
prepare the annual performance reports; the
same provision was included in the Education
Reform Act of 1990. District and statewide
accomplishments in a number of specified areas
must be published in the local newspaper with
the largest circulation by October 1 of each vear.
The newly created Office of Accoumtability,
which is under the direction of the Legislative
Research Commission, is responsible for verify-
ing the accuracy of the performance reports.

State Agencies Initiate Report Cards

Several SREB states (Alabama, Maryland. Mis-
sissippi, South Carolina, Tennessce, Texas, and
Virginia) have initiated performance reports
without a specific legislative requirement to do
$0. (Those in South Carolina and Texas are in
addition to reports that are required by law: ) Mis-
sissippi was the first SREB state to pass major
education reform legisiation in the 1980s. The
Education Reform Act of 1982 created 2 state test-
ing program to identify and remedy instructional
weaknesses. thereby improving student achieve-
ment. The District and School Profile report was
bormn out of the realization that information from
this testing program should be available to the
public. The State Department of Educarion pre-
pares a profile on each district that includes
school, district, state, and some national informa-
tion. The first of these annual reports were
released during 1987-88.

[n 1988, the Alabama State Board of Education
adopted 20 accountability resolutions. A key fac-
tor in the accountability package is the Annual
Status Report on the Condition of Education, first
produced in 1989. The State Department of Edu-
cation prepares a report for each district that con-
wins school, district, and state information as well
as comparisons with "peer” states that are similar
in fax capacity and average per capita income.
Districts are grouped into one of eight “clusters™
based on the socioeconomic conditions and the
cnroliment within the system. allowing compar-
isons between like districts.

Maryland's School Performance Program was
created in 1989 at the recommendation of a
governor's commission. The program's first
report. issued in 1990 by the Stite Department of
Education. contains both state-level information
and district information for each of the 24 local
school systems. The State Board of Education
adopted “excellent” and “satisfactory” standards,
or levels of proficiency, for all of the student per-
formance indicators reported. Statewide and dis-
trict performance information is compared to the
adopted standards. For example, a passing rate of
at least 90 percent on the Marvland Writing Test
is considered satisfactory; 96 percent and above
is excellent. While districts are not specifically
grouped by socioeconomic or other factors, -
descriptive information on each district is pro-
vided so that comparisons can be made.
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One of the earfier faws in the region that sct
specfic goals for education was passed in Tennes-
see in 1984, The Comprehensive Education
Reform Act of 1984 was patterned after the gover-
nor’s Better Schools proposal. While no provision
in the law requires tormal performance report-
ing. the Department of Education has annually
produced a district report card that contains state
information as well. No statewide district-level
report is produced: however. members of the
State Board of Education receive a bound volume
containing all the district reports. Additionally. an
anmual report containing summary information
at the state level on student. teacher. and school
performance is submitted to the governor and the
General Assembly,

In 1986. the Governor's Commission on Excel-
lence in Education in Virginia recommended that
the state and local school districts keep a “score
card” on educational standards. instruction. and
student achievement. The first report of the Out-
come Assessment Projeci. containing 3¢ indica-

tors for cach school district. was issued to the
State Board of Education carly in 1991,

In addition to those reperts required by Jaw,
both South Carolina and Texas issue an additional
report. The South Carolina Department of Ldu-
cation prepares School Performance Reports, The
purpese of these reports is to provide compara-
tive data on a set of performance indicators.
Achievement test scores included in the reports
are compared to other schools with siir
characteristics.

The Texas Education Agency initiated a
statewide report i 1989 that incorpustes district-
level performance and statistical information,
some of which appears in the local district annual
reports that are required by law. Summary-level
information (districts are not identified) is pro-
vided for a number of groupings based on district
size. tvpe fon 2 scale from major urban to rural),
property wealth. tax rate. and geo; raphic region.

WHAT INFORMATION (S REPORTED

it isimportant to remember that in many cases
these reports are fairly new and will undergo
change. While laws and state policies express con-
tent and other requirements, reports now being
issued have nor in all cases met the full intent
of the programs. For example. Georgia and
Marvland issued first reports that cont2ined state
and district information only: school-level infor-
mation will be included in the future. The base-
line data in the Marvland report will be used for
comparisons in future reports. Louisiana and West
Virginia will include five vears of historical infor-
mation as it becomes available. Future reports in
Virginia may include some school-level informa-
tion and district comparison groupings. Florida’s
Commissioner of Education. districts. and
schools had prepared annual reports since the late
1970s. The new accounrability svstem will take
several vears to develop; the first school im-
provement reports will be released in 1994.
Indicators that will be reported have not vet been
determined.

There are manv similarities in what states
report. however, &l states do not provide exactly
the same information. nor is it presented in the
same way. Report cards should reflect the indi-
vidua! goals, conditions. and needs within cach
state. Variations are to be expected because of the
unique characteristics of each state. Yet, some
comparable data need to be presented in a2 way
that allows progress to be measured against the
nerformance outcomes of other states, the nation.
and even other nations.

Much of the information in the exrly editions
of the report cards has been available for vearsin
a variety of suatistical reports that. in some cases.
may have been accessible to the public. Often
considered “input” measures, most of the infor-
mation does not necessarily indicate quality, per-
formance, or achievement. However, it defines
the context in which districts and states operate—
factors that are believed to affect the performance
of students. As reports are updated and become
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Table 2

TYPR OF INFORMATION

REPORTID ON SELSCTED

INDICATORS

TEACNERS AND SYAN

Certification/
Teachers and Certification Teacher

State/Report Certified Staff Salaries Degrees Eamed Deficiencies Parforrriance

Alabama Number of certified Percent of certified
District Annual personnel; number of personngl paid for
Status Reports teachers by program advanced degrees

type {special education,
vocational, and ragular)

Arkansas Averape teacher salary,  Percent of certified Percent of certification
Annual Schoo! District average beginning stafft with master's deficiencies
Report Card Summary and fop teacher salary  degrees

Fiovida
New Reporis
Under Development

Georgla Ratio of adminisirators  Average teacher, " Number anc percent
System Profites and support persons  administrator, and of personnet by level

to teachers; number of  support personnel of certification

personne! by salaries

cettification level

Percent of instructional  Minimum and Number of teachers
Strict Annuat staff and administR-  maximum instructional teaching cut-olield;
erformance Reporis tors by rank staft and administrator number of classas

slaries by nk taught by teachers
T outotfietd

Louislana Percent of teachers  Percent of classes
Detaited Schoot by degree level taught by teachers who
Reports are certified, temporry

(fess than fully
certified), and neither
certified nor temporary

Maryisad instructional staff,

State and Schoo support staff, and

System Performance instructionat aides per

Program Repeort 1000 students (student
enrofiment given)

Mississippi Number of K12and  Average efementary Percent of teachers  Number of emergency
District and School special education and secondary with advanced certificates; number of
Profiles teachers teacher salaries degrees classes where

teachers are teaching
out-offield

North Carolina Number of students Average local Percent of teachers
State Report Card per teacher (Student  supplement for with graduats

membership given) teachers degrees

-
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Tuble 2 Continved
Certifications
Teachers ang Certification Teacher
State/Report Certified Staft Salaries Degrees Earned Deficiencies Performance
Oklahoma Number of classoom  Average teacher Percent of teachers
Results 1990 teachers salary with advanced
degrees
South Carolina
Schoot Performance
Reports
Tennessee Average salary of all Percent of
District Report Cards certified personnel professicnals
on Career
Lagder tevels
fhand It
Texas Number and percentof  Average administrator  Percent of teachars Percent of teachers Average
District Profiles ddministrators, suppont  and teacher salaries with advanced with one or more teacher
staff, teachers, and degrees permits to teach appraisal
other staff, percent by out-offield or assume  scores; percent
race: percent of duties for which they  of teachers on
teachers by program are not cerified Career Ladder
type (such as reguilar. lovels 2 and 3
special education, and
bilingual)
Virginia
Outcome
Accountability
Project
West Virginia Total number of Total number of
County ang Schoo! teachers and teachers and
Data administrators administrators by
degrae fevet

more comprehensive. more “quality” factors will
be given. The information that states include in
their report cards generally falls into five
categories: district and community characteris-
tics. students. finance, teachers and staff, and stu-
dent performance and achievement.

District and Community
Characteristics

The most common elements describing the dis-
trict and community in which the schools oper-
ate are: the number of schools in the district, the
grade levels served, enroliment, the household ot
per capita income of the residents, and class size.

Other less common factors include information
relating to substandard and overcrowded hous-
ing (North Carolina), two parent and female heads
of households (North Carolinz), family poverty
(Mississippi and North Carolisc), parent educa-
tional level (Mississippi and North Carolina), and
the number of micro computers in use in school
systems (Alabama and Florida).

Student Characteristics

Todescribe the students, reports generally de-
tail the percent in special education classes,
percent in Chapter I programs, and the pumber
or percent receiving free or reduced price

11
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lunches. Reports in at feast five states (Alabama.
Mississippi. North Carolina. Oklahoma, and
Texas) describe the racial and cthnic make-up of
the student body.

Mississippi, Tennessee. and Texis report on siu-
dents” plans to attend college or other post-
sccondary school. Kentucky measures the high
school graduates whe actually went to coilege,
other postsecondary training, or into the military
during the three vears preceding the ~port. In
North Carolina future reports will inarcate the
percent of students entering University of North
Carolina institutions.

Marviand and West Virginia describe student
mobility through the number or percent of stu-
dents moving in and moving out of the districts.
Student attendance rates are found in the report
cards of nine states. Most often a single rate is
given for each district and for the state asa whole.
Alabama includes the average number of days that
students are absent. Maryland records an atten-
dance rate for grades 1 through 6.and another for
grades 7 through 12.

Finance

Financial information is found in most of the
report cards. Nearly every SREB state provides
expenditures per pupil. Reponts in Alabama,
Georgia, Louisiana, Cklahoma, Texas. and West
Virginia include instructional expenditures as
well. West Virginia may be the only state that in-
cludes the percent of the state budget spent for
education. South Carolina provides total expen-
ditures for the EIA and Target 2000 reforms and
the percent of funds spent for each program area.
such as strengthening basic skills. increasing
academic standards. and elevating the teaching
proiession.

Nine SREB states (Alabama. Georgia, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Mississippi. Oklahoma. South Carolina.
Texas, and West Virginia) include information
relating to revenues for education. Alabama.
Georgia, and Texas, for example, show the per-
cent of revenue from federal. state. and local
sources. Mississippi reports on local millage rates.
Wealth per pupil is included in Georgia.
Marviand. and Texas. Arkansas does net provide
financial data, however, it does consider avail-
ability of local recources when clustering districts
into similar groups.

Teachers and Other Staff

While the focus i o6 teachers. o few reports
also provide information on administeators and
other staff. The report cards commonly include
information on: salaries, the degrees carned by
teachers, and certification. Nearly all SREB states
indicate average reacher salaries. Arkansas goes
a step further in identifving the beginning salary
in cach district as well as the top salary paid.
Georgia and Texas also provide information on
the salaries of administrators. Additionally.
Georgia gives an average for “support” staff.

Eight states report on the level of the degrees
held by teachers. For example. Mississippi and
Texas show the percent of teachens with advanced
degrees. West Virginia shows. by district. the
number of teachers at each degree fevel. The aver-
age vears of experience in teaching appears in the
reports of six states,

Arkansas, Kentuchs ‘ouisiand, Mississippr.
South Carolina (in its state report). and Texas
record certification deficiencies or out-of-field
permits. Kentucky. for exaciple. notes the num-
ber of teachers who are teaching out-of-ficld as
well as the number of classes being taught by out-
offield teachers. For each school in Louisiana, the
percent of classes taught by fullv certified
teachers, teachers with temporary certification.
and those not certified are provided.

A variety of other items are reported by a few
states on teachers and stff. South Carolina
records a teacher atiendance rate. In Alabama. the
average number of days that teachers are absent
is provided. Kentucky outlines percent atten-
dance. average days of sick leave. and average davs
of personal leave for teachers, administratons, and
other professional staff.

Much of the information reported for teachers
other than the percent of teachers with certifica-
tion (which may or may not be seen as 2 proxy
for quality) would be considered “input indica-
tors” that have been reported for vears in state
statistical profiles. Performance or quality mea-
sures are reported in only a few states. Only Texas
records teacher appraisal test scores: average
scores are provided for each district. Three states
include infor.nation about carcer ladder or
teacher incentive programs. which require
teachers to meet certain expectations. Tennessee
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Professional Egucator information

% Professionals on Career Ladder Levels I and It

Average Professional Salary

K-12

$20.178 31 | §31.205 01 | $32.854 93 1§28.202 26

and Texas report the percent of teachers on the
various levels of the career 'adders. South Caro-
lina provides the percent of teachers earning
awands through the Teacher Incentive Programin
its statewide report (Figure 1).

Student Performance and
Achievement

Because report cards are intended to inform a
varietv of ageqcies and the public on how well
students are being educated, it is it this area that
the true “outcome™ measures w I appear. [tems
commonly included in the reports include stan-
dardized test scores; Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)
and American College Testing Program (ACY)
scores; participation in and test scores from the
College Board's Advanced Placement Program;
and dropout, graduation, and promotion rates.

All of the SREB states provide data on stan-
dardized test scores—nationally normed tests,
state-developed tests, or a combination of the
two. Most report the scores, or the percent of
students passing, by their grade level and the ex-
amination’s subject area.

In Louisiana. Maryland, and South Carolina test
scores are compared to a stare standard that has
been set. In Marvland, for example, a district’s
average score on the Functional Reading Test
would be rated “satisfactory” if 80 percent of
the students passed and “outstanding™ if 90
percent or more passed. North Carolina has iden-
tified accreditation standards that include per-
formance on standardized testing. Future reperts
will note if a district has or has not met the
standard. In Florida, performance standards are
under development.

Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, South Carolina,
Virginia, and West Virginia aiso furnish informa-
tion on the percent of students meeting a certain
percentile score based on national or state norms.

-
[ S

For example, Louisiana reposts the percent of stu-
dents scoring in cach national quartile on the
California Achievement Test. Arkansas reports on
the percent of students scoring in the bottom
quarter on the Metropolitan Achievement Test.
South Carolina's School Performance Reports
show the percent of students scoring in the upper
half and in the bottom quarter on two tests.
Virginia reports the percent of students who score
in the lowest quarter, in the middle two quarters,
and in the top quarter statewide. Alabama shows
the percent of students scoring “high” and “low"
on the Stanford Achievement Test, when com-
pared to the scores of similar students on the Otis-
Lennon School Ability Test.

Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and American
College Testing Program (ACT) scores and the
percent of students taking the tests are often
reported. Mississippi divides its scores by race;
Louistanz, by gender as well. West Virginia reports
ACT scores by the high school curriculum
(business-commercial, college preparatory, gen-
eral, and vocational-occupational) completed by
the students taking the test. In Virginia, the per-
cent of students achieving 2 score of 1,100 or
above on the SAT is documented. The gain in SAT
scores since the enactment of the Education Im-
provement Act in 1984 is what South Carolina’s
state report provides. The gain or decline in scores
by race is also indicated.

Alabama notes the number of students taking
examinations through the College Board's Ad-
vanced Placement Program (AP) as well as the
number scoring between three and five on the
exams (scores of 3 and above are generally
accepted for college credit). North Carolina's AP
information includes the number of students and
schools participating as well as the number of
examinations taken. West Virginia reports the
number of students taking examinations by sub-
ject area. Virginia includes the percent of 1ith and
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Talle 3
TYPE OF INFORMATION
W ON SELECTED
NNCATORS-—STUDINTS’
MNRIORMANCE AND
ACNISVEMINT
State Testing Nationally Normed SAT and ACT Advanced Placement Oropout Rates

State/Report Program Results Test Resuits” Scores Program Participation
Alabama Percent of students Percent of studepts in Number of Number of students

District Annual answenng 75% or more  grades 4 ang 8 sconng  students tested enrolied: number taking

Status Reports of the ttams correctly by
sub test for grades 3. 6.

and 9: percent of

students passing
graduation examinalion
on first attempt
Arkansas Percent of students
Annual Schoot passing 8th grade test

District Report
Card Summary

Florida ' e
Georgia
System Profiles

Scares by sub tes! for
grades 1. 3.6, and 8:
percent of students
passing in grades 3 ang

10 by sub-est
Kentucky
District Annual
Performance
Reports
Louisiana Number of stugents .
Detaileg tested. scores, and

Sr= ™ Seports percent of students

meeting state

high and fow when
compared to Ssimular
studenls’ scores on an
ability tost

Percent of students
scoring below the 25th
percentile in grades 4. 7.
and 10 combined

and composite
scores on ACT

examnation; number
sconng 3 through 5 on
the examnation

Percent of
students i grades
7 through 12

- New Reports Under Development

Scores and naiional
percentiles for grades
2.4 7ang 9

Number and percent of
students taking the tests
and scores by subtest
for grades K, 1, 2.3, 5,
7 ang 10

Percent of stugents
sconng in each nationai
guarter by sub-test for
grades 4. 6. and 9

performance standard
by subr-test for grades 3,
57 10, and 1
Maryiand Numbar of students
State ang tested. percent passing.
Schoot System cotnpanson to
Performance stale-adopted standards

Program Report

Mississippl
District and
Schuo! Protile

Scores by sub-test ang
composite scores by race
for grades 3. 5, 8. and
11: percent of students
faing at least one
section of the 11th grade
literacy test Dy race

Scores by race for
grades 4. 6. and 8

Number and
percent of high
schoot graduates
taking the SAT or
ACT, scores by
subtest and
composile scores

Percent of

graduating semiors
taking the ACT.
sub-est scores by
gender; composite
scores by gender

and racelethnigty

ACT scores by
subest:
composte scores
by race

Number and
percent of
sludents by grade
for grades 7
through 12

Percent of
students &y grade
for grades 7
through 12
{(supptemental
rport)

Percent of
students in grades
3 through 12,
comparison to
stale-agopted
stangard

Percent of
students n grades
g through 12

”
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Teisle 3 Continued
State Testing Kationatty Normed SAT and ACT Advanced Placement  Dropout Rates
StatesRepont Program Resuits Test Resuits” Scores Program Participation
North Carolina Percentile scorms by sub-  Percentile scomes Dy Composite SAT Number of schoots, Percent of
State Report Card et for graces 3. 6. ang  subest for grades 3.6, scores students. ang students in grages
8; scores for English. ana 8 examinations taken 7 through 12 {in
Bitogy, Chemistry. fulure reports)
Physics US. History,
Algebra. ang Geomerry
Qklahoma Numoer of students Percent of
Results 1390 tesied: percentile scores students in grades
for gractes 3.5. 7. 8. 9 through 12
ang 11 wsHing scores
for grages 7 ana 10
South Carolina Number of stugents Number of stugents Percent of
Schoot lested. percent meeting  tested. scores. percent students 1n grages
Pertormance state-adopted standarg,  above the S0th percentile, 7and 8 ang 9
Report and percentile rank (state  percent at or below the through 12; state
and similar schoof) by  25th percentile, and percentile rank;
sub-test ior grages 6 percentile rank (state and median rates for
anc 8 similar schoat) by sud- all schools by
test for grade 7 quartile
Tennessse Scores by sub-est for
District each grade in grades 2
Report Cars through 8 and 10; grade
9 scores reporied with
and without special
education studenis
Texas Percent of students
District passing for grades 3.5, 7,
Profiles g, 11, ana all grades
Virginia Percent of students in Percent of Percent of students Percent of total
Qutcome grades 4. 8 ang 11 students taking enrolled; percent sconng  students and
Accoutability scorng apove the S0th SAT: percent 3 through 5 on minority students
Project angd 75th percenties: sconng over 1.100 examination in grades 7-
percent of students in through 12 and in
grade 6 passing all 3 grades 9 througn 12
fiteracy tests on first try
West Virginia Percentile scores by sul: “ercent of high Number of students Percent of
County ano test for grades 3.6. 9. school graduates taking AP test stugents i grages
Schoot Data ang 11 taking the SAT or 7 through 12
ACT
*Ordtarent NABONAY XTI B3 8 B use

15



4

12th grade students who took AP courses and the
percent who scored three or more on at ieast one
exanunation.

Most SREB states include dropout. graduation:.
Of promotion rates, or 2 combination of these. in
their report cards Jropout rates are most often
reported as a singie annual rate at the state level
and one for each school district. Louisiana pro-
vides an annual dropout rate by gradc level for
grades 7 through 12. Marvland's report compares
the state and district annual dropout rates for
grades 9 through 12 to 2 “satisfactory™ and an
“outstanding” standard (3 percent and 1.25 per-
cent, respectively) as set by the State Board of
Education. Both staes are pamticipating in 2
national pilot program to develop dropout statis-
tics that are comparable from state to state. The
dropout rate for minorities as well as for the
general student population is given in Virginia.

South Carolina. Tennessee. Texas. and West
Virginia report on student graduation rates. Ten-
nessee designates the percent of diplomas issued

by type (reguiar. honors. special education. and
certificate of attendance) and the percent of stu-
dents not receiving 2 diploma (Figure 2). West
Virginia reports the percent of students complet-
ing high school. the percent receiving 2 dipioma.
and the number of General Educational Develop-
ment (GED) Certificates issued, Alabama, North
Carolina. Tennessee and Virginia indicate the per-
cent or number of advanced diplomas that are is-
sued o students who have completed 2 rigorous
course of study.

Student promotion and retention rates are
reported in five states (Keatucky, Maryland., South
Carolina, Virginia. and West Virginia). Kentucky
and South Carolina provide the percent of stu-
dents rewined by grade—Kentucky reports for
grades K-12; South Carolina for grades | through
8. South Carolina also documents pramotion
rates by grade and srudents who are promoted but
do not meet state testing requirements. Virginia

notes the percent of over-age students in grades
four ana eight.

Professional Educator '~formation

* Professionals on Career Ladder Levess Il ang it | K-12 1.7 13§ 151 182
Averzge Professional Salary K-12 [§29.17931 15312050t [832 85499 |§282C3 26
Student information .
‘ Regular 12 | 746 725 720
Honors 12 | 160 179 18.4
% Diplomas | goeea) Education 2 | 23 26 24
Granted Cortficate of Attendance 12 14 17 10
Semors ot Racenang
gg‘g‘::i:\ g 12 87 83 62
%, Stycen's n vopcationar Exucation Caurees -2 L I 454 f AL
"'; S:u:e'\t:r‘. Joecat Educaien L CA 02 ! ‘c7 i : 18
*, Chapter * Stugents K~12 i g i 116 g S 1 9
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HOW DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS ARE COMPARED

All of the report cards make comparisons of
one type or another—districts or schools are
often compared with statewide, and in some cases
national, averages. More than half of the SREB
states group or cluster districts, and in some cases
schools, with similar characteristics for the
comparisons. Florida, Kentucky, Maryland, Mis-
sissippi. Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia do
not currently group their schools or distsicts into
similar categorics. Diversity within the state is one
reason given for not making such comparisons.
On the other hand. diversity among schools and
districts is why comparison groups are created in
many states.

Eight SREB states (Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia.
louisiana, North Carolina, Oklahoma. South

Carolina, and Texas) classify districts or schools
in 2 way that permits comparisons. Groupings are
made by considering factors within the state that
have 2 bearing on measurable student outcomes.
For example. the Okiahoma Department of Edu-
cation. after conducting studies to determine
which had the greatest effect on test scores. iden-
tified three factors to use in grouping districts.

The most common characteristics used by
states to cluster districts or schools are the size
of the system and eligibility or participation in
the free and reduced price lunch program. Some
of the more unique factors include the per-
cent of students absent for more than 14 days
(North Carolina), percent of minority enrollment
{North Carolina and Oklahoma), and the vears

Tahie 4
FACTORE USED TO COMPARE
ISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS
Free and
Size/ Reduced  Parent Family Local
Type of  District  Price  Education Minority  Financial  Financial QOther
Community Size  Lunches  Level  Enrollment Resources Resources Factors
Alabama X X X X Peer states are identified
Districts by similar tax capacity and
average per capita income
Arkansas X X X X X
Districts
Georgia X X
Districts
Louisiana X X X Grade levels taught
Schools
North Carolina X X X Local expenditures per student;
Districts student absences, students
in compensatory education:
Oklahema X X X
Districts
South Carolina X Student readiness to begin
Schoals school; teachers' years of
education beyond bachelor's
degree
Texas X X X X Geographic region within
Districts the state

17
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of education that teachens have bevond the
bachelor's degree and student readiness to begin
school (South Carolinas.

In Alabama. Gerorgia. Louisiana. Oklahoma,
and South Carolina the identified factors are used
collectively to place a district or school into 2
comparison group. The reports in Alabama.
Georgia. and Oklahoma provide information tor
cach districr. their comparison group. and state
averages. Alabama and Georgia divide their dis-
tricts into cight similar groups. OKlahoma's neardy
600 districts are assigned to one of four groups.
The reports contain a listing of the districts in
cach comparison category.

Louisiana has divided its 600 schools into 48
groups based on the grade levels taught. student
membership. the size and tvpe of the communi-
tv. and students receiving free and reduced price
wunches. Each detailed school report includes a
listing of the other schools within the same
category. Performance data for the school are
presented with those of similar schools. the dis-
trict. and state. South Carolina has categorized its
schools into five groups to compare achicvement
test scores in its School Performance Reports.
State information is available as well.

North Carolina uses a stightlv different method
to make comparisons. Each district is assigned an
“index of advantagement” that currently ranges
from -31 to « 21 based on six factors that affect
student performance. A district with a positive in-
dex number is considered above the state average
in terms of the advantages available: a negative
number indicates that the district is below the
state average. While there is not a listing that
groups districts with simitar indexes, achievement
by subject area is illustrated so that each district
can see how it compares to the state average on
test scores and to where its score is expected to
be when “advantagement i taken into account.

Arkansas and Texas are unique in that districts

are matched on each comparison tactor individu-
allv rather than by being placed in a single group
hased on all factors together. In Arkansas, com-
parison groups are creited for five factors: district
size. local resource wealth. income level. educa-
tion level of the adults. and percent of students
cligible for tree and reduced price lunches. The
state’s 320 districts are ranked in each of these
categories. For each factor. every district is placed
in a comparison group that includes the 25 dis-
tricts ranked immediatelv above and the 25
immediatelv below it. Each district's score on per-
formance indicators. such as dropout rate and
passing rates on standardized tests, is reported.
The average score for each of the fie compari-
son groups is also reported.

similarly. in the Texas state summary report
groupings are created within the categories of
average daily attendance. district type (ranging
from major urban to rural). property wealth. tax
rates, and geographic region. Summary informa-
tion is provided for each group within the five
categories; districts within tie groupings are not
specifically identified. The state also provides
comparative statistics for groups of districts with
similar characteristics that are used in the district
annual performance reports.

Virginia's reports do not currently group its
school divisions into similar categories, however,
asocioeconomic profile is prepared for each dis-
trict that is compared to the profiles of all other
districts in the state. The factors used to determine
a district’'s socioeconomic status include the per-
cent of college graduates in the community. per-
sonal income. percent of first graders in the lowest
quartile of test scores. percent of students receiv-
ing free or reduced price lunches. and local tax
base. The comparison shows the percent of a dis-
teict’s factors that fall in the bottom quarter
statewide. in the middle haif. and in the top
quartet. Peer groupings mav be available in future
feports.
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HOW INFORMATION IS PRESENTED

Akey to the idea of informing parents and the
public on the performance of schools and school
svsterns is to report the information in a manner
that is casily understood. West Virginia's law calls
for "brief, concise reporting in noniechnical
language.” The Arkansas report is to be published
so that it can be "easily understood by parents ani
other members of the community who are not
educators.” Louisiana legislation calted for “2 for-
mat common to (schools and school systems)
which shall ... provide.. . pertinent information in
a clear and understandable form.”

in those states where districts and schiools
themselves are required to produce rep .t cards.
the reports often vary in format and in what is
reported within the minimun requirements. in
Texas. for example, districts must describe their
educational programs as they address the State
Board of Education's long-range goals. Examples
of topics that could be discussed for each goal are
given; however. the format and content of this
section is left to the discretion of the district. In
another section of the report, disiricts are to
report achievement information on the test(s) that
they have chosen to give—not all districts use the
same battery of tests. South Carolina’s local
reports focus on the school and district improve-
ment plans. While some information within the
reports may be comparable (the results of state-
mandated tests), the main focus is on the individ-
ual schoot or district plan and how successfully
the objectives within the plan are being met.

All SREB states are now doing some type of per-
formance reporting. In Florida's case, new reports
are being developed. In five states (Arkansas,
Louisiana. South Carolina, Texas, and West Vir-
ginia) more than one type of report is prepared.
For example. West Virginia does individual school
and district reports, a report that contains profiles
of all districts, and an educational trends report
containing information for the prior five vears.
Arkansas prepares a statewide report that presents
information on all districts. Individual distric
reports are aso issued. In South Carolina, schools
and distri :ts prepare improvement reports. The
State epartment of Education also produces a
statewide summary report as wel; as school per-
formance reports.

Information in the reports is generally pre-
senied in one of three ways:
1) Profiles, where a few pages are dedicated to
providing all of the information on a given
district or school;

2) By performance indicator, where measures
from all of the districts or schools on a single
indicator appear together; and

3) Ina tabular format, where information from
a number of districts on several indicators
is given on each page.

Within these {ormats, tables are most often
used to portrav the reported information, though
narrative explanations and graphic illustrations
are used as well.

Reports Creating Profiles

Profiles are the most common design used for
report cards. Statewide reports in Georgia,
Maryland, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and West
Virginiz use this format to provide state and
district-level information. District profiles in West
Virginia also contain school-level information.
The district profiles in Georgia, North Carolina,
and Okizhoma contain system and state averages
and allow for comparisons with similar districts
or with expected outcomes. While some of the
information reported is similar, the methods used
for portraying it vary considerably. Georgia, for
example, lists “profile data elements” in one
column. Values for each item ace provided in the
three columns that follow; the fisst for the system
average, the second for the comparison group,
and the third for the statewide average (Figure 3).
Oklahoma uses pie charts and bar graphs for the
most part to illustrate its information (Figure 4).

North Carolina uses 2 combination of 2 tabular
format to give information on a school system's
characteristics and student achievement; bar
graphs to illustrate community characteristics and
student performance; and shaded “bands™ repre-
senting the range of student achievement in the
state op which the individual district's postion
is designated. The “bands™ also show the state
average range (where 54 percent of the districts
scored) and the range where scores would be
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P 19839 GEORGIA SYSTEM PROFILE

GECRGIA 602 ATKINSON COUNTY SCHOOLS

Figure 3

Octobex 1990

Criterion-Referenced YOUR COMPARISON STATE
Taost Results SYSTEM GROUP AVERAGE
Average Grade 1 Reading Standard Score: 213 209 215
Average Grada 1 Math Standard Score: 213 211 218
Average Grade 3 Reading Standard Scere: 215 209 214
Average Grade 3} Math Standard Scere: 212 206 211
Average Grade 6 Reading Standard Score: 206 202 207
Average Grade 6 Math Standard Score: 200 202 205
Average Grade 6 Writing Standard Score: 194 192 198
Average Grade 8 Reading Standard Score: 212 206 209
Average Grade 8 Math Standard Score: 211 210 213
Average Grade 8 Writing Standard Score: 201 190 196
Average BST Reading Standard Score: 327 324 k¥):}
Average BST Math Standard Score: 324 321 324
Average BST Writing Standard Score: 343 337 342
Percent Passing Grade 3 Reading Test: t 99 t 94 95
Percent Passing Grade 1 Math Test: t 95 s 90 $ 93
Percent Passing BST Reading Test: t 92 % 86 t 89
Percent Passing BST Math Test: $ 33 % 83 % 85
Percent Passing BST Writing Test: 3 33 L 87 t 9}

Norm—Referenced Test
Results

Average Grade 2 Standard Score: 99 94 98
Average Grade 2 National Percentile: 71 $ 54 t 66
Average Grade 4 Standard Score: 118 115 120
Average Grade ¢ National Percentile: t 50 243 t 55
Average Grade 7 Standard Score: 150 148 154
Average Grade 7 National Percentile: t 44 s 42 % 51
Average Grade 2 sStandard Score: 171 187 174
Average Grada 9 National Percentile: s 47 $ 42 ' 52
1 |
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Achisvemant by Sudject Area
School tystem test scores are summarired into four custictls areas — mathematics, readingAanguage,
sciance, social studies — and a single averall achisvamant score for all tasts in all curriculum areas.

» An schisvamant scale
parmits comparisons of ol ingwizoa i |
schoot systems with all otiee
systams in the stete. The clear
band represant the “sverage”
range for all systems.

- KWV

« Actual scores for schodl systems are

sfter taldag Into account the system's

fevel: The position of
the @ in relation 10 the box indicates
whather the systam is achieving average,
above average, or below average lavel,
when compared 1o school systems with
simiar advaniagement lavels,

1850 Ovarall Achlevemant
L
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expected to fall if the socioeconomic conditions
in all of the state’s districts were similar to those
of the school system being profiled (Figure 5).

West Virginia uses pie charts to illustrate
the breakdown within instructional and non-
instructional expenditures for both the state and
each district. The district profiles provide infor-
mation for each school, the district, and the state
in 2 tabular form for cach of the indicators re-
ported. Marylar.d does a two-page profile forthe
state and each district. Student performance is
reported in tables that list the state-adopted "out-

standing” and “satisfactory”" standard for each
item. the district’s actual score. and columns
where checks appear if the district has met the
“excellent” level. the “satisfactory™ level. orif the
standard has not yet been met (Figure 6).

State reports in Louisiana and South Carolina
provide state summary information—individual
districts are not identified. Reports issued by
Florida's Commissioner of Education since the
late 1970s also provided state summary informa-
tion. New legislation requircs the Commissionet
to issue a status report on the condition of the
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state’s educational svstem for two vears beginning
in 1992, until school report cards are available.
The contents of that report are vet to be deter-
mined. but may include information on initial
needs assessments that will be conducted by each
school.

Profiles are also used to portray information on
individual districts or schools. Separate district
profiles are prepared in Alabama. Arkansas,
Kentucky. Tennessee. Virginia, and West Virginia.
Most do not contain information on individ-
val schools. The bulk of the information in
Tennessee's reports appears on one large sheet of
paper in table form. Svstem, personnel, and
student information is given for the vear being
reported and the two prior veass. Test scores are
given by subject for the district and state. Scores
for the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment
Program are given by grade. Those from the
Tennessee Proficiency Test are provided for all
students and for students not in special education

prograrms.

Each of Alabama's annual status reports creates
adistrict and individual school profiles. The two-
page district profile is divided into four parts:
svstem information, revenues. expenditures, and
performance measures. Data items are listed
under the system, revenue, and expenditure
categories on the first page: values are provided
for each item in the svstem column and in
columns for the “cluster” (the group of similar
districts) and state, where appropriate. The per-
formance indicators are listed on page 2 and base
vear measures are provided for each. In future
vears, two additional columns of measures will
be available to allow the district to compare per-
formance: the change between the base vear and
the vear being reported and the change from the
prior vear. “Cluster” information is not given for
the performance measures at the district level. A
two-page profile of each school follows in 2 simi-
lar format. though the school's student achieve-
ment measures appear with the system. “ciuster.”
and state measures (Figure 7).

Diviston:
Schoot Year: 1989:.90
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Figure 9 School:
District:

DETAILED SCHOOL-LEVEL PROGRESS PROFILE

Gradces Taught: K-12,S
Similar Schools Category: 212

MEAN ACT SCORES

SCHOOL
88-89
MEAN COMPOSITE SCORES: ~-cccranncen
ALL STUDENTS 20.6
GENDER:
Male 1
Female 20.0
RACE/ETHNICITY
Afro-American/Black 0.0
American/Alaska Native 0.0
Caucasian-American/White 20.6
Mexican-American/Chicano 19.0

Oriental/Pacific Islander
Puerto Rican/Hispanic
Other/Prefer No Response

0.0

MEAN LANGUAGE ARTS
SUB-TEST SCORES:
ALL STUDENTS
GENDER:

Male

Female

MEAN-MATHEMATICS
SUB-TEST SCORES:

ALL STUDENTS 17.9
GENDER:
Male 18.9
Female 16.9
Footnote:

SIMILAR
SCHOOLS DISTRICT STATE NATION
88-89 88-89 88-89 88-89

18.9 19.9 19.4 206
19.2 =0.5
18.6 19.4
16.4
214

17.9 18.7
18.3 19.4
17.6 17.9

- Mean scores computed by ACT for the state and nation include both

public and nonpublic school students.

Virginia reports to districts on SO outcome in-
dicators that are grouped into seven categories,
such as college preparation. graduation rate, and
special education. Fach district receives a profile
that includes its measures on each of the 50
indicators and a table that shows where the staie’s
lowest quarter. median, and upper quarter is on
each indicator. Additionally, 2 bar graph illustrases
the percent of the district's indicators in each of
the seven categories that fall in the lowest quar-
tile. within the middle half. and in the highest
quartile (Figure 8).

Individual school reports are available in Loui-
siana. South Carolina. and West Virginia. Florida
schools will begin reporting on their new school
improvement plans in 1994 and will include per-
formance on standards that will be adopted by the
State Board of Education in September 1992. For
every school, Louisiana prepares a detailed report
as well as 2 two-page summary. The detailed
report relates. for example. ACT scores for the
school. similar schools. the district. state, and the
nation by gender. race, and sub-test: the summary
report gives the composite scores only (Figure 9).
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SCNODL PEREORMANCE REPURT - 1949-v0
ULSTRICT? yLDs CODE: SOUTH CAROLINA
SCHOUL ¢ GHOUPENG CATEGORYE THMEE HAgure 10

BASIC SKILLS ASStSSNENT PIOGRAM TEST RESULTS FOR READING AND MATH - COMPARISONS WITH OTHER SOUTH

secencoceeelV¥BT 88 eccercresns ............1930-89.......... cescetonvarel

NUMDBER MEDIAN ;ATE GROuP NUMBER  MEDIAN STATE GROUP NUMOER MEL

QF EEALE XTILE  STILE 0F SCA&E YIILE XMite QF SCA

GRAUDL SUNTEST STUDENTS ORE  RANK RANK STUDENTS SCOR RANK RANK STULENTS 50O,
3 REeDING 2{5 81 83 . 259 36 gk 53 a2 193
NATH 216 [ &% . 258 (‘1] 59 76 3104 558

a READING 288 7:& 9% - 34 e 16 5 230 143
NATH 199 T8 go . 236 190 5 9@ 227 Ty

BASKC SKILLS ASSCSSHENT PRUGRAM TEST RESULTS FUR MRITING -~ COMPARISONS WITH OTHER SOUTH CAROLINA ST
............lgﬂ ~88acscncnansa Aanasstesnas 5?88-59-.--.....- ssmgraEntacte
WARRR RGN AR RN CupeR TR e FIWE YR et
SRADe SUSTLST STUDENTS STEHPA 0 iXMx RARK SFUDENTS ST ND:&D RANK RXN& STUDFNYS SY
& WRITING 217 84.2 13 . 259 85.3 8t 8 302 Sk
3 WREITING 199 1.0 vT . 233 93.% ¥ e 229 a9

NATESs MED{AN SCALE SCURE = S50 PERCENT OF STUDENTS .. ¥YOUR SCHOOL SCORED ABSOVE AND 50 PERCENT RELDM
PERCENT MEETING STANDARD = PERCENT OF STUDENYS IN YOUR SCHOOL SCORING AT QR ABOVE THE MRITIN

gagoe dHILE AANN £ Rl FE§ ENF JF SCUBRLS IV obn CORBARTION CalTbORCIRENG EELDL YO0t 4ENoF
.,n UL OATA LAULE. BFCAUSE UF LESROURIHL DURING THE SUMMER OF 1947, GROU'

RtPORIFD FOR 1?8 °

South Carolina’s School Performance Reports
include tables containing three years of scores on
each test reported and the numbers of students
taking the tests (Figure 10). West Virginia's school
reports contain sections relating to students. pet-
sonnel. and educational outcomes that appear on
a single sheet o paper. Indicators are listed in each
area and measures are given in column form for
the school, county, and state.

Reports Organized by Indicator

Reports that are organized by performance in-
dicator are prepared in Arkansas, Louisiana.
Mississippi. and West Virginia. In Arkansas. com-
parison groups are created for each district
consisting of the 25 districts ranked above it and
the 25 ranked below it on each ..J five factors
(district size. income level. educational level of the
adults. local resource weaith. and percent of stu-
dents eligible for free and reduced price lunches).
Every district’s average on the nine indicators
currently reported (such as average teacher
salaries and the percent of students passing the
Minimum Performance Test) are compared to its
five comparison groups (Figure 11). West Vir-
ginia's Educational Trends report lists the districts

beneath each datz item and provides five vears of
information, when available, for each district in
table form (Figure 12).

Reports on individual districts in Louisiana and
Mississippi provide measures for every school
under each indicator. A district report in Missis-
sippi. for example, includes information on its
Basic Skills Assessment Program for grade 8.
providing scores by subject for each school con-
uining eighth grade. for the district, and for
the state (Figure 13).

Tabular Reporting

Oklahoma and Texas, the two SREB states with
the greatest number of school districts. provide
information in a tabular form: districts are listed
down the page and the various indicators form
columas to the right. Oklahoma's Results 1990
report. containing the district profiles mentioned
previously., also provides a tabular summary of all
of the indicators for every district at the back of
cach of the report’s four volumes. A selected page
from the Texas Snapshot: 1988-89 Schoo! District
Profiles shows information for 39 districts on 16
data items (Figure 14).
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DROP-OUT RATE 198%
ARKANSAS AVERAGE 4.2

DIST. SIZE INC. EPUC. RES. LUNCH

Lea DISTRICT AVG. AVG. AVG. AVG.  AVG. AVG.
“e7-01  DEQUEEN ¢ 5.1 3.8 3.0 3.1 3.7 3.s
§7-03  HORATIO T.3 3.X T.3 .0 1.6 T.5
87-04  LOCKRESBURG 3.5 3.1 3.4 3.6 1.7 3.4
&8-0% ~ CAVE CITY 3.6 3.2 3.5 1.3 7.1 3.6
B8-03  LVENING SHADE 7 3.3 3.7 1.5 171 3.3
€5-04  HIGHLAND 7.0 §.1 3.2 2.9 37 3.9
%8-05  WILLIFGRD 3.1 3.4 3.1 i1 3.6 .4
%8-06  POUGHREEPSIE 1.6 3.2 3.1 5.0 3.3 3.3
85-01  NMOUNTAIN VIEW 6.0 .1 3.8 37 1.5 — 3.8
85-02  STONE COUNTY 1.0 3.2 3.8 3.5 3.1 3.3
89-04  KURAL SPECIAL 6.0 3.3 3.7 5.0 7.1 3.3
70-01  LL DORADO 2.3 §.2 3.1 3.4 3.9 3.5
70-02  HUTTIG 5.2 3.4 3.3 3.7 3.6

Dist. Avg. im the msverage measure for the district on the indicetor
being reported.

Comparison groups are creeted by ranking all aistricts on each of the
five comparison factors that follow. The comparison group for a given
digtrict conmists of the 25 districts ranked immediately above it and the
25 districts ranked immediately below it on each of the five factors.

Size Avg. - the mize of the district based on sversge daily
membership.

Income Avg. ~ the percent of families ¢ithin the district heving an
income above the poverty level.

Educ. Avg. - the percentage of adults vho have completed four or ROre
years of college.

Res. Avg. - —onsiders the vealth of the community and the number of
students served by the district.

Lunch Avg. -~ the percentage of students eligible for free and reoduced
lunches.
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West Virginia Report Card 1989-90
Classroans Granted Exemption to Teacher-Pupi! Ratio (#

WEST VIRGINIA

Rgure 12

1989-90

Schoo! Year
1986-87 1987-89 1968-89 1989-90 Average

1985-86

County
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Fgure 13

GULFPORT SCHOOL DIST

BASIC SKILLS ASSESEMENT PROSRAN (1927-08 -- 1980-29)

GRADE 3

RATN  WRITPREN
CONM.

OONFOSL 2L SCORE
BLACK NNISE TOTAL

SCHOGL  READING

567 .4 380.7 $47.6 369.0

7.2
$73.?

373

-89
-8
3-8
07-88

TWENTY EIGNTN STREET ELENENTARY

7.2 360.?7 3708 574.6
288.1

369.5

57?7.9

572.9

57?0

572.3

578.5

$764.8 $70.7 5886 372.% $73.7
178.1

$73.9
278.3

5e1.3 378.9

1.7

5.7
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COUNTY NUMBER. NAME. REGIQN |8 w| €>w [F<B " i S B B EA B B
OISTRICT NAME. COOF'STATUS |6 |5 |§ |8 |8 s IS S 13 1< |¢
070 ELLIS REGION 10
1 TALY L] 3¢ 9 2 32 45 ] 81 7 7 [+ 8 o}
MIDLOTRIAN & F 9 10 2 a1t 29 8 §2 8 s ! i f
M LFORD ] 8% 6.5 13 8 ] 84 8 t [+] ] [+]
PALMER ] 34 20 t8 38 3 94 s ] 1 [+ [+
RED DAX ™ 38 9.t 19 o4 14 82 S 9 H 3 ‘
WARAMACNIE 32 10 S 30 45 1] 72 10 a 1 8
MAYPEARL M 27 12 & 22 St ] a7 1 4 o] ]
07+ EL PASO REQION 19
CLINT 42 8 8 13 kY] 18 68?7 ? 3 19 1
EL PASO o i ty 2 21 38 19 gt a8 [ 20 3
FABENS L a8 9 8 13 43 7 81 4 7 8 3 [
SAN ELIZARID ~ 80 g 6 18 2 4 58 s 5 28 2 2
YSLETA 32 10 2 22 31 a4 54 7 9 Tt 2 [
ANTHONY L3 35 g 3 38 48 3 80 - o] 3 2 o
CANUTILLO 27 10 8 24 88 to 65 8 5 19 3 o]
TORNILLO M St 9 8 13 ra] s ? 4 4 t [} 4
SOCORRO 49 T8 22 l« 4 TR S 1, 1o [+ 2
072 ERATH REGION 1t
THREE WAY ~ 100 1.3 ] ) o 100 ] ] Qo o]
DUSLIN ] 32 160 © 43 49 [+] 78 8 ) 1 &
STEPHENVILLE F 25 tt 8 58 a2 12 78 ? [ ! 7
BLUFF DALE ~N 49 8 0 ] 40 [ 100 [)) Qe ) ]
HUCKABAY ] 45 a 2 49 24 .} a2 8 o) t s
LINGLEVILLE M 54 8 9 a0 29 -} T7 8 4 ] 8
MORGAN MELL M 32 8.8 36 64 ] 22 ] 8 a [} (3
073 FALLS REGION 12
CHILYON ] 34 73 B8 18 t2 -3 4 L] L) ] 3
MARLIN F 29 i3 8 34 42 ¢ 72 to 8 ] 2 2
WESTPHALIA L] ki 8 2 5 57 9 99 0o o) [«] ] 2
ROSEBUD-LOTY ] 28 12 2 3 48 0o g1 a8 ! s} ) ]
04 FANNIN REGION 10
BONMAM 3 20 12 ¢ 42 53 8 8o 1t 4 [»] 8 4
0000 CITY M 40 t0. 08 18 b [} s [ ) o] o ..
ECTOR L So tt 8 24 38 o as 8 ? 0 [\ ¢
HONEY GROVE CONS ] 28 1t 2 33 88 [+] 7 1o 3 ) 3 .
LEONARD ] 19 8 7 34 ? o 86 8 $ ! s [
SAVQOY N 31 10?7 59 85 o ?7T 5 t2 V] 5] o
TRENTOM ] ar t2 2 42 42 10 83X 4 S Q 3 L)
SAM RAYSURN N 32 it.8 52 e [}) 74 8 ? Q 9 2
078 FAYETTE REGION 12
FLATONTA M 27 ot 19 et k) a8 8 3 ] s )
LA GRANGE M 22 t3 7 23 50 9 a0 7 8 1 5 ?
SCHULENBURG M 35 10 8 At 48 [\] 74 7 19 ] 4
FAYETTEVILLE L] 43 12 6 44 37 ] az2 8 |} ¢ to
RQUND TOP-CARMINE L] ) te 8 20 23 t 79 8 8 ) 10
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WHO RECEIVES REPORT CARDS
T e

As ~cntioned earlier, the intent of these report
cards is to inform policymakers, educators,
parents. and the general public of the condition
of the educational systems that serve them. Most
of the laws and policies governing the programs
require reports o be completed annually by a
specified date and distributed to state agencies,
districts. and schools. Reports are available tothe
general public upon request.

Seven SREB states (Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Marvland, South Carclina, and West
Virginia) either mandate that parents receive local
system ot school reports, or distribute the reports
with no mandate. While Louisiana's law does not
require distribution to parents, the State Depart-
ment of Education sends local districts enough
school summary profiles so they can be disteib-
uted to parents of every student.

Florida. South Carolina, and West Virginia
require school reports to go to every parent or
guardian whose children attend the school.

Georgia law specifies that local school svstems are
to inform their citizens of student achievement.
the cost of providing educational programs. and
other items identified by the State Board of Edu-
cation. School boards in Kentucky must publish
their district reports in the local newspaper with
the largest circulation by October 1 each vear.
Maryland’s first report was provided to school
systems; future issues will go to every parent.

In more than half of the SREB states, there is no
requirement that reports be sent to the parents of
students: report cards are available to parents
upon request. Alabama districts are encouraged
by the State Department of Education to provide
feports to parents. In Tennessee, the State Depart-
mer t sends a supply of reports tc districts, though
not enough for every parent: each system decides
on the distribution. There are no distribution
requirements in North Carolina. Report cards are
sent to districts and the media; copies are avail-
able upon request to anyone.
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THE CHALLENGE AHEAD

Report cards for educational systems—a new use for a very familiar tool—may become
one of the most important documents prepared by schools and school systems. The initial
reports available are just that—a beginning. In that regard, all report cards can be improved
toreflect the new developments, such as better data on dropouts, improved ways to measure
student achievement, or by including information that is not available now. They should be
continually reviewed and refined to assure that they accurately portray the condition of edu-
cation in states, school systems, and schools, providing a guide for determining how well
students are learning. As states shift more decision-making responsibilities to local school
districts, these reports will become even more critical in measuring progress toward educa-
tional goals and in maintining the public support necessary to carry on reform &fforts,

The continued development of educational report cards should include pareats and the
generzl public as well as governmental leaders and policymakers, business leaders, and
educatoss. To assure 2 useful product that is responsive to changing conditions in states and
communitics, a pumber of questions should continue to be asked:

@ What is the intent of the report card in our state? Is it fulfilling that need?

| Arc we reporting the outcomes and results that are important?

B Do the reports show progress made by our schools, districts, and state over time?
® Are strengths and weaknesses in our educational systems clearly shown?

® Are the reports being used by policymakers and educators to improve the schools?
8 Are the reports clear, understandable, and widely distributed?
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